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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of the Application 

1 . The pending claims have been examined in this application. This is a Final Office 
Action in response to the Amendment filed on November 16, 2006. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The pending claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent Number 6,658,432 to Alavi in view of US Patent Number 6,912,549 to 
Rotter in further view of US Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0020765 to 
Kussmaul. 

(A) As per claim 10, Alavi teaches a computer-implemented system for improving the 
efficiency of a medical service provider (Alavi: Abstract and Col. 1, Ln. 15-24) 
comprising: 

a local computer operationally connected to a network of computers, wherein said 
local computer is used for data input and retrieval (Alavi: Col. 3, Ln. 14-26); 

a relational database, wherein said relational database is operationally connected 
to said local computer and receives industry specific data input and requests for data from 
said local computer (Alavi: Col. 3, Ln. 27-46); (Note: The examiner takes the position 
that in Alavi the database will only receive data from computers that are authorized by its 
users and the users would not allow non-industry specific computers to access the 
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database for security purposes and therefore the data input is from industry specific 
sources). 

a server computer wherein said server computer is operationally connected to said 
relational database and said local computer, wherein said server computer is capable of 
being accessed by multiple computers through said network (Alavi: Col. 3, Lri. 47-62); 
and, 

application software designed for inclusionary data entry, data retrieval and report 
generation, wherein said report generation is accomplished by accessing said relational 
database and the inclusionary data stored thereon (Alavi: Col. 5, Ln, 9-32). 

Alavi does not teach the following feature which is taught by Rotter in view of 
Kussmaul: 

wherein the inclusionary data is generated by a patient examination (Rotter: Col. 
6, Ln. 36-45) whereby said medical service provider selects data from menus to create a 
full accounting (record) of the patient visit and medical history. In Rotter the menus are 
menus of patient demographic records, current compliant data, findings or diagnosis, past 
history and past surgical history. (Rotter: Col. 6, Ln. 20-35 and Ln. 54-59). In Rotter the 
user (medical service provider) does not select data from a hierarchical menu. However, 
this feature is well known in the software application industry as illustrated by Kussmaul 
(Section [0035]). (Kussmaul teaches the concept of enabling a user to make a selection 
from a hierarchical menu). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified the teachings of Rotter with the 
aforementioned teachings from Kussmaul with the motivation of having a means of 
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allowing a user to create a record using drop down menus as recited in Kussmaul 
(Section [0035]). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill 
in the art to have modified the teachings of Alavi with the aforementioned combined 
teachings of Rotter in view of Kussmaul with the motivation of having a means of 
allowing a user to create a record using drop down menus as recited in Kussmaul 
(Section [0035]). 

(B) As per claim 12, in the combined teachings of Alavi in view of Rotter in view of 
Kussmaul the local computer is at any location which has http access to the world wide 
web (Alavi: Col. 6, Ln. 52-58). 

(C) As per claims 18-19, these claims are rejected on the same basis as set forth in the 
Office Action mailed on May 16, 2006. 

(D) Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alavi in 
view of Rotter in view of Kussmaul and in further view of US Patent Number 5,956,715 
to Glasser. 

Alavi in view of Rotter in view of Kussmaul does not teach the concept of 
hierarchical access control but this feature is taught by Glasser (Col. 2, Ln. 44-58 and 
Col. 3, Ln. 3-21). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified the combined teachings of Alavi in view of 
Rotter in view of Kussmaul with the aforementioned teachings from Glasser with the 
motivation of having a means of access control for various resources in a computer 
network, as recited in Glasser (Col. 2, Ln.14-17). 
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(E) As per claims 22-24 and 35, these claims are rejected on the same basis as set 
forth in the Office Action mailed on May 16, 2006. 

(F) As per claims 33 and 54, this claim is substantially similar to claim*10 and is 
therefore rejected on the same basis as claim 10, as set forth above. 

(G) As per claim 36, this claim is substantially similar to claim 12 and is therefore 
rejected on the same basis as claim 12, as set forth above. 

(H) As per claim 42 and 62, this claim is substantially similar to claim 20 and is 
therefore rejected on the same basis as claim 20, as set forth above. 

(I) As per claims 44-46, these claims are rejected on the same basis as set forth in the 
Office Action mailed on May 16, 2006. 

(J) As per claims 55-61 and 64-66, these claims are rejected on the same basis as set 
forth in the Office Action mailed on May 16, 2006. 

(K) As per claim 67, this claim recites the same features as claim 10 and is therefore 
rejected on the same basis as claim 10, as set forth above, however, this claim includes 
the feature restricting access to files according to pre-defined workflow constraints. This 
feature is not taught in Alavi in view of Rotter in view of Kussmaul, however it is well 
known in the software application industry as illustrated by US Patent Number 6,618,730 
to Poulter (Abstract). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified the combined teachings of Alavi in view of 
Rotter in view of Kussmaul with the aforementioned teachings from Poulter with, the 
motivation of having a means of managing workflow, as recited in Poulter (Abstract). 
(L) As per claims 71-72, these claims are rejected on the same basis as set forth in the 
Office Action mailed on May 16, 2006. 



Application/Control Number: 10/036,008 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3626 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on November 16, 2006 with respect to the pending 
claims have been considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Examiner's Suggestions 

5. The Examiner recommends that the applicants file a Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) and amend the claims to claim a specific and more-detailed 
hierarchical structure for the menus in order to distinguish the claims over the applied 
references. The Examiner would like to note, however, that any amendment will be 
subjected to an updated prior art search. 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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7. Any inquire concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vivek Koppikar, whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5109. The examiner can normally be reached from Monday to Friday between 8 AM and 
4:30 PM. 

If any attempt to reach the examiner by telephone is unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas, can be reached at (571) 272-6776. The fax telephone 
numbers for this group are either (571) 273-8300 or (703) 872-9326 (for official 
communications including After Final communications labeled "Box AF"). 

Another resource that is available to applicants is the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR). Information regarding the status of an application can be 
obtained from the (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAX. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the 
PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, please feel free to contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Sincerely, 




Vivek Koppikar 




2/12/2007 



{ JOSEPH T HOMAS 

SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



